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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
PREPAREDNESS INVESTIGATING SUBCOMMITTEE,
September 9, 1963.
Hon. Ricaarp B. RussELr,
Ohairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate.

My DEar Mz, Crarrman: There is transmitted herewith an interim
report by the Preparedness Tnvestigating Subcommittee, appointed
under Senate Resolution 75 of the 88th Congress, on the military
implications of the proposed limited nuclear test ban treaty.

The interim report deals specifically with the military and technical
advantages and disadvantages which flow or might flow from the
agreement. The subcommittee reached its conclusions after hearing
24 witnesses over a period of 11 months. Among our witnesses were
many of the most informed and knowledgeable people in the Nation
upon the military and technical aspects of the proposed treaty.

The subcommittee report is signed by myself, as chairman, and by
Senators Stuart Symington, Henry M. Jackson, Strom Thurmond,
Margaret Chase Smith, and Barry Goldwater. Scnator Symington,
however, has filed additional views which are also transmitted
herewith.

Senator Leverctt Saltonstall has declined to sign the report, and his
dissenting view is likewise transmitted herewith.

Respectfully,
JOHN STENNIS,
Chairman, Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee.
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INTERIM REPORT ON THE MILITARY IMPLICATIONS OF
THE PROPOSED LIMITED NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

I. INTRODUCTORY STATEMERT

Since September 1962, the Preparedness Investigating Subcom-
mittee has engaged in a comprehensive and extensive inquiry into the
military and technical implications and aspects of the various nuclear
test ban proposals.

Although the inquiry was originally directed to the entire field of
nuclear test ban proposals from the standpoint of their potential im-
pact upon our military posture and preparcdness, the negotiation and
signing of the three-environmental nuclear test ban agreement in
Moscow caused the subcommittee to focus attention on the potential
impact of that treaty upon the future of our Military Establishment
and strategic forces.

This interim report is directed specifically to the partial test ban
agreement. It deals with the military advantages and disadvantages
to the United States which flow or might flow from the agreement.
Political considerations, and matters involving foreign and interna-
tional affairs, as such, are not within the scope of this report.

In considering the impact and effect of the proposed test ban it is
important to remember that for nearly two decades this Nation has
been confronted by an adversary who has openly and repeatedly pro-
claimed that his dominant goal is to destroy the nations of the non-
Communist world. Only because we have maintained clear military
superiority and the ability to inflict unacceptable damage upon him
has the would-be aggressor been deterred. The basis of our deter-
rence is military superiority which, in turn, is based on our nuclear
weapons programs and nuclear retaliatory forces.

It is vital to our survival that no step be taken which in any man-
ner would impair the integrity and credibility of our deterrence or
degrade the ability of our military forces to protect our security if
we should be challenged militarily by a hostle nuclear power.

II. BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF REPORT

The chairman of the subcommittes, in opening the hearings on
Sceptember 17, 1962, stated:

The Senate Committee on Armed Services has legislative
responsibility for the common defense generally and for
matters affccting the size, composition, and cquipage of
the Armed Forces. It has a direct and legitimate interest
in any and all activities which affect or may affect the
development and procurcment of weapons and the size and
quality of our fighting forces.

1
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He also said;

Since weapons developmient und testing go hand in hand,
we will inquire into the status of our nuclear test activitics
with respect both to weapons developments and weapons
effeets.  Technicnl data now available on this question will
be considered as well as information relating to our posilion in
this ficld as compared with the progress of the Soviets.

[n the months that have followed the subcommittee has made an
exhaustive effort, on a scope and seale which is believed to be un-
precedented as far as the gongrcss is concerned, to obtain complete
and full information about the relationship of nueclear testing—in all
environments—to the integrity of our deterrent forees and the ability
of our retaliatory or second-sirike forces to survive and respond to a
nuclear attack.  During the hearings thus far 2,800 pages of Lestimony
were received from the 24 wilnesses who are listed in alphabetieal
order in appendix A. Most of Lhis testimony involved highly tech-
nical discussions relating to the needs and capabilitics of our present
and luture nuclear weapon systems.

The overall objective of the subcommittee in this inquiry has been
to develop as impartinlly, as objectively, nnd as fully as possible all
available military and technieal information bearing upon the subject
malter so as to insure that the Senate would have available to it
essentially the same body of military and techuical evidence as is
available to the executive branch of (he Government in its formu-
lation of nuclear test ban policies and in its weighing of their security
implications. This objeclive has, we believe, been atluined. The
military, technical, and security problems associated with suspensions
of nuclear testing have beer: identified, explored, and assessed. These
problems will be discussed in this report with particular emphasis
upon their relation to the treaty banning nuclear tests in the atmos-
phere, outer space, and underwater.

L1, Susyary orF Majsor Finpines

1. From the evidence we are compelled to conclude that serious—
perhaps even formiduble military and technical disadvantages to the
United States will flow from the ratification of the treaty. At the
very least it will prevent tie United States from providing our mili-
tary forces with the highest quality of weapons of which our science
and technology is capable.

2. Any military and technical advantuges which we will derive
from the treaty do not, in our judgment, counterbalance or outweigh
the military and technical disadvantages. The Soviets will not be
similarly inhibited in those areas of nuclear weaponry where we now
deem them to be inferior. "

3. Admittedly, however, other important [actors—such as_foreign
policy, international afTuirs, und relations with other countries— are
relevant in an overall assessment of the treaty. These are not within
the scope of this report.  When they are considered, as they must be
each individual must reach his own judgment about the wisdom an
desirability of the treaty on the basis of personal philosophy, past
experience, current knowledge, and relative weight which Le assigns
to the various factors Involved,
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IV. Comrearison or U.8.-US.SR. NucLear WEAPONS PROGRAMS

In this section we will endeavor from the testimony we have received
to compare the nuclear warhead knowledge and state of the art of the
United States with that of the Soviet Union. This includes, of course,
the important field of nuclear weapons effects.

The criteria we will use are the number of tests conducted within
important yield ranges and the yield-to-weight ratio (the explosive
energy released per pound of bomb) achieved in the test programs.
We will compare the situation prevailing in 1958 prior to the morator-

ium and that prevailing today.
A. MULTIMEGATON WEAPONS CAPABILITIES

In 1958, at the onset of the 34-month nuclear test moratorium, the
United States had conducted slightly more tests above 1 megaton in
yield than had the Soviet Union. Of these U.S. tests, one-fifth were
in yield ranges above 10 megatons. No tests had been conducted
by the Soviet Union in this high yield category. As a result of this
experimental program, the United States held a clear superiority over
the Soviet Union in the yield it could achieve in a given thermonuclear
weapon throughout the range of deliverable weights.

Following the abrogation of the moratorium. by the Soviet Union,
the test and performance records altered drastically. In 1961 and
1962 the Soviet Union conducted in yields above 10 megatons twice
the number of tests which had been conducted by the United States
in that yield range throughout the history of its nuclear test program.
The total number of Soviet tests above 1 megaton was approximately
four times that conducted by the United States in the same period
(1961-62). In terms of yield-to-weight ratios, the Soviet Union, as a
result of its aggressive fest program and its concentration on very
large yield weapons, has demonstrated clearly superior performance
in all yield classes above approximately 15 megaions where the United
States has had no testing experience since 1954. It is also worth
noting that the scientific witnesses were unanimous in expressing
uncertainty about the particular designs employed by the Soviets, to
achieve the results observed in their very high yicld experiments.

B. LOW-MEGATON AND SUBMEGATON WEAPON CAPABILITIES

Below a few thousand pounds in weight and a few megatons in
yield the evidence available to us indicates that the United States
continues to hold a lead in weapon design and performance.

For a variety of reasons the United States has chosen to concen-
trate its development efforts on weapons yielding from a few megatons
down to fractions of kilotons. Conseqgently, it probably continues
to hold some advantage in design techniques over the Soviet Union
in these areas and in the ability to maximize the yield which can
be achieved at a given weight and size or, alternatively, to package
a given yield in a device of minimum weight and size.

However, the rate of testing below 1 megaton indicates that the
Soviet Union is attempting to challenge seriously the U.S. lead
in the lower yield weapon categories. Prior to the 1958-61 mora-
torium the United States had conducted somewhat more than twice

22-991—63——2
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as many tests ab yields below 1 megaton s had been deiccted in the
Soviet Union. By the enc of 1962 this ratio had dropped significantly.
More important, the 1967-62 Soviet Lest, series included more tests
in this yield range than had been conducted in its entire program
[rom 1949 through 1958. Even accounting for tests to assess the
elfects ol explosions and tests to confirm the yield of stockpiled
weapons, this constitutes impressive evidenee that the Soviet Union
has no intention of permitting U.S. superiority in weapon design
and performance at yields below 1 megaton to go unchallenged.
It is in this range of yields that the testing underground permitted
by the treaty can be accomplished readily.

Furthermore, there is a serious question about the adequacy of our
knowledge of the nuclear cevices employed in the Soviet cxperiments
in the lower yield range. Detection, indentification, and analytical
capabilities are degraded at the lower end of this yield speetrum, par-
ticularly in the low and subkiloton area. Consequently, our confi-
dence in any conclusions concerning the Soviet state of the art in
weapons yielding up to a few kilotuns is correspondingly low. While
we believe that U.S. superiority extends to these very low yield ranges,
hard evidence on this point does not exist and, accordingly, we ac-
cept the judgment of our Atomie Energy Commission witnesses that

while some intelligence exists on which to base an estimate
of US.8.R. tactical nuclear capability, the dearth of infor-
mation [does] not permit a comprehensive U.S.-U.S.S.R.
comparison. [For] future developments a credible U.S.S.R.
development capability ean be made by assuming a capa-
bilily similar tu ours.

C. WEAPONS EFFECTS PROGRAMS

Important as are Frogmfns associated with the acquisition of new
or improved types o weapons, the advent of the missile age and the
adoption of a second-strike or retaliatory strategic policy by the
United States has elevated to a first, priority tests to determine the
effects of nuclear explosions on hardened missile sites and control
centers, on reentry bodies in flight, and on radar, electronic, and
communications systems.  Of equal importance have become tosts to
determine what unique effects are produced by nuelear explosions in
space, the atmosphere, and underwater so that the knowle ge gained
might be exploited for defersive purposes or our own weapon systems
designed to resist them.

I'rom the testimony before the subecommittee, it is clear that
neither nation has conducted a weapons cffects test program of
sufficient size and complexity to resolve whatever doubts may exist
about the adequacy of the design and the survivability of their
nuclear weapon systems; no- has either tested sufficiently to fulfill the
needs of their system designers and military planners, )

However, the necessity and the motivation to conduct such experi-
ments is clearly greater for the United States than for the Soviet
Union. Since the early 1960’s, the deterrent strategy of the United
States has been based substantially on second-strike missile systems,
that is, missile systems which can survive a massive first strike by a
nuclear-armed enemy and still retain the ability to remlig.te in such
force as to destroy the attacker. By the mid-1970’s this Nation’s
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nuclear deterrent will probably reside primarily in land- and sea-based
missile systems designed to achieve that degree of survivability. To
date, only Polaris has been subjected to a full-scale system test, in-
cluding the explosion of the nuclear warhead. Minuteman, Atlas,
and Titan have never been so tested, nor have models of the base
complexes of the. hardened underground Minuteman and Titan
systems been subjected to close-in high yield nuclear explosions to
prove the adequacy of their design. While all of the military wit-
nesses expressed reasonable confidence in the ability of these systems
to fulfill their missions, it is clear that some unresolved questions
exist and that the absence of adequate design and vulnerability data
has necessitated radical overdesign, redundancy, and excessive devel-
opment and construction costs. Only by atmospheric testing can
needed answers be obtained to the important unresolved questions.

However, there is one area of weapons effects knowledge in which
the Soviet Union probably holds a distinct lead. By virtue of its

large, multimegaton weapon tests, it is prudent to assume that the
Soviet Union has acquired a unique and potentially valuable body of
data on high yield blast, shock, communications blackout, and radi-
ation and electromagnetic phenomena which is not available to the
United States. Furthermore, due to the absence of comparable ex-
periments, the United States is not now in & position fo evaluate
realistically the military effectiveness of the Soviet 50 to 100 megaton
terror weapons.

In the field of weapons effects experiments related to the design
and development of an effective antiballistic missile (ABM) system
the evidence, although less conclusive, indicates that the Soviet Union
in 1961 and 1962 conducted a series of complex high altitude opera-
tions which, if properly instrumented, could have provided substantial
and important data on various types of radar blackout and nuclear
offects. These Soviet experiments were clearly dictated by an ABM
development program. :

The United States has conducted no experiments comparable in
complexity to those Soviet operations and a disturbing number of
the U.S. high-altitude-effects experiments which were conducted were
compromised either by considerations unrelated to the technical
objectives of the test program, by inadequate or faulty instrumenta-
tion, or by operational inadequacies. Based on the testimony we
have received, there can be little doubt but that the quantity and
quality of information available to the United States on high altitude
nuclear effects is inadequate for the Nation’s military needs.

V. U.S. Neeps ror Nuonear Trsts

In assessing the merits of the treaty which is now before the Senate
for ratification, it is important to understand the kinds and objectives
of certain nuclear test programs which, in the opinion of the sub-
committee and based on testimony received by if, would be desirable
or necessary in any future U.S. nuclear test programs.

The following chart summarizes the subcommittee’s conclusions
and distinguishes between selected test objectives which can be
realized through underground test programs and those which could
only be achieved through atmospheric testing. '
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Test objeetives

Can be done
under treaty

Survivability und responsiveness of hardened site mis-
sile launch complexes to high yicld nuclear explosions,

Response of hardened underground structures to blast
and cratering from high yield surfuce burst nuclear
wepons,

Response of hurdened underground structures to
ground motion. ;

Determinution of missile vwarhead and nosccone vulner- |
ability (o nuclear explosions during atmospheric
reentry. i

Reduction of missile warhead and nose cone vulner-
abilities (o nuclenr explosions.

Study ol utmospheric and high altitude radar black-
out phenomena.

Study of communications blnckout phiecnomena from
high yield nuclear explesions.

Full-scale operational tests of ABM syslems_.________.

Development of ABM  warheed with  maximum
lethality and minimum bluckout properties.

Development of very high yield warheads, equal to or
surpassing Soviet achievements.

Delermination of very bigh ¥icld nuclear weapons
effects. !

Determination of underwater nuclear weanon cflects
for improved antisubmarine warfure (ASY ") systems.
cvelopiment of weapons requiring less fissionable
muaterial then present designs.

Devolopment of pure fusion warbeads

Development of reduced fallout WCADONS_____________

I'ull-seale performance anc reliability tests of Minute-
man zmc{) Titan missile systems.

Yield verification tests of stockpiled weapons up to
approximately 1 megaton.

Yield verification tests of stockpiled weapons above
npproximately 1 megaton.

Troop and erew (raining tactical exercises using nuclear
weapons,

No.
No.

Yos.
No.
No.

No.

Purtially.
No.
No,

| No.

Yes.
Yos.
No.
Yes.
No.
No.

VI. Mivitary IarricaTions oF TREATY

The primary objective ¢f the hearings held by the subcommittee
was Lo determine whether or not a suspension of;) or limitation upon,
nuclear testing would or could result in overall military and technical

disadvantage for the United States.

While the cvidence leads us to

the conelusion that the net result of the proi)oscd treaty would be a

military disadvantage, there was considerab
among the witnesses on the
acceplable from the
the risks involved were acceptable on balance.
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MILITARY IMPLICATIONS—NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY 7

A. MILITARY DISADVANTAGES

The military disadvantages associated with the treaty which were
discussed in testimony before the subcommittee were as follows:

1. The United States probably wnll be unable to duplicate Soviet
achievements in very high yield weapon technology.—Though U.S.
weapons laboratories arc capable of developing and stockpiling
designs yielding greater than 50 megatons without further experi-
mentation, their weight and size would be incompatible with any
existing or programed missile delivery vchicle. Tt is well within the
capabilitics of U.S. weapons laboratorics to equal and to surpass the
Soviet achievements, but to do so would require a number of atmos-
pheric nuclear tests. : .

2. The United States will be unable to acquire necessary data on the
effects of very high yield atmospheric explosions.—Without such knowl-
edge it is unlikely that a realistic asscssment can be made of the
military value of such weapons, or that plans can be formulated to
protect military weapons systems against their use. The data
posscssed by the United States on high yield weapons effects are
inadequate to permit confident extrapolations to the higher yicld
categories.

3. The United States will be unable to acouire data on high altitude
nuclear weapons effects.—Such data are important to the design of anti-
ballistic missile system warheads and radars. Again, this is an area
in which Soviet experiements may have provided them with greater
knowledge than that now available to the United States. Throughout
our hearings there was considerable dispute on this point. The treaty
proponents accurately observed that the ABM warheads could be de-
veloped through underground testing and that development of acqui-
sition and tracking radars was an electronies problem not directly
dependent upon nuclear tests. It is clear, however, that the charac-
teristics or specifications upon which such warhead design and develop-
ment should be based are not sufficiently known and cannot be deter-
mined with confidence without additional high altitude effects tests.
As the Atomic Energy Commission observed:

While our knowledge of * * * blackout phenomena pro-
vides some limited guidance in the determination of [ABM]
warhead criteria * * * an optimized design could only be
chosen after continued atmospheric testing. Whether or not
significant gains will result, can be argued.

And again:

The minimal [warhead] specifications * * * can be met
within the framework of existing technology. [But, assum-
ing that a minimal warhead will not be acceptable,] testing
both underground and in the atmosphere would be required
to complete the development. '

4. The Unrited States will be unable to determine with confidence the
performance and reliability of any ABM system developed without benefit
of atmospheric operational system tests—An ABM system will be re-
quired to function in the nuelear cnvironment created both by its own
defensive warhead explosions and those of the attacking enemy.
Under such circumstances it is important to be as certain as possible .
that no clement of the system possesses unknown vulnerabilitios to
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8 MILITARY IMPLICATIONS—NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

nuclear effects.  All electronics components of the ground arrays and
missiles must function; the missiles must be capable of operating in
the presence of nuclear, theriual, and blast effects; the wargeads must
be resistant to nuclenr radiations. [t is apparent that unless a sys-
tem of such complexity is tested in its operational environment, there
will be a low level of confidence in its ability to perform the mission
for which it was designed and produced. Many unknowns will arise
in the course of the ABM devclopment program which can only be
explored and satisfied through the medium of atmospheric and i\igh
altitude nuclear testing.

5. The United States will be unable to verify the ability of its hardened
underground second-strike missile systems to survive close-in high-yield
nuclear explosions.—(See the discussion under the heading of “Weap-
ons Effccts Program’ on pp. 4 to 5 of this report.)

6. The United States will be unable to verify the ability of its missile
reentry bodies under defensive nuclear attack to survive and lo penetrate
1o the target without the opportunily to lest nose cone and warhea designs
in a nuclear environment undzr dynamic reentry condiions.

7. The treaty will provide the Soviet Union an opportunity to cqual

7.8, accomplishments in submegaton weapon technology.—Therc can
be no doubt that a Lrealy limiting testing to an underground environ-
ment will tend to favor experimentation at the lower end of the yield
spectrum. Economic [uctors will play a part since costs rise signifi-
cantly with relatively modest increases in yicld for underground tests.
There are also lesting limitations arising from the type ol sirata,
geological uncertainties, and engincering factors. Whether or not
vither the Uniled Stutes or the Soviet Union will choose to test under-
ground at yields much greater than approximately 1 megaton is not
known. In sny case, it appears that the race for nuclear technological
superiority will be confined to thal area where the United Stutes is
believed (o now hold n margin of superiority. The result, with time,
will probubly be the nchievement of parity by the Soviet Union in
this aren without any equivalent opportunity for the United States to
altain equality in very l’}igh yield weapon technology.

8. The treaty will deny 17 the [nited Sfaies a valuable source of
information on Soviel nucleer weapons capabilities.—The results ac-
quired from the anelysis of radioactive debris generated by nuclear
explosions hns long been a basic source of intelligence on Soviet
nuclear weapons programs. By driving Soviet tesling underground,
this intelligence will be denied the United States with the result that
with the passage of time knowledge of the Soviet stale of the art in
weapons undergoing tests will be scriously degraded. The effeet of
the treaty will be to reinforee the difficulties aTrendy imposed on the
United States by Soviet secrecy.

B. COUNTERARGUMENTS

A clear mujority of the wilnesses agreed thal the treaty would
result in military and technical disadvantages when compared with
the increases in performance confidence and in the quality of weapon
systems which would be derived from unlimited atmospheric testing.

Tt was stated, however, that it is characteristic of the experimen tal
sciences that enough data is never available to satisfly the scientific
search for knowledge. The testimony was unanimous that, except
in the field of very high yield weapons, the United States today holds
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a clear and commanding lead in nuclear weapon systems over any
one or any combination of potential enemies. ) )

"This superiority was said to result from a larger and more diversified
stockpile of nuclear weapons, by more numerous, varied, and. so-
phisticated delivery systems, and by a greater capacity to produce
nuclear materials, weapons, and delivery systems. )

It was also asserted that a cessation of atmospheric nuclear testing
would in no case prevent qualitative improvements being made in our
weapons systems which would flow from & vigorous nonnuclear
technology. Some witnesses noted that potential improvements in
missile accuracy and rveliability would continue to be exploited.
Some noted that uncertainties in ABM radar performance when con-
fronted with the various forms of blackout induced by nuclear explo-
sions could be compensated by the deployment of greater numbers
and wider dispersal of the radars.

Uncertainties concerning reentry vehicle warhead vulnerabilities
could be reduced by a factor of 2 or 3, based on present knowledge an
without further testing, by straightforward engineering improvements,
it was said.

Some witnesses noted that so far as any uncertainties which mighft
arise about the survivability of second-strike missile forces were
concerned, these could be compensated by additional redundancy in
missile systems, by greater numbers of missiles, and by greater
dispersal. It was also noted that U.S. war plans tend to be conserva-
tive concerning the percentage of the second-strike force surviving a
nuclear attack and in estimating the number of warheads capable of
reaching enemy targets and so provide adequate margin for error.

In summary, it was the contention of witnesses who supported the
treaty that it will tend to stabilize the advantages which the United
States now maintains in military nuclear superiority over the Soviet
Union. While recognizing that doubts concerning the quality of some
of our weapons systems do exist, they maintained that these doubts
can be compensated by ‘‘brute force”’ techniques by which quantity is
substituted for quality at considerably greater cost to achieve approxi-
mately the same results in military system effectiveness.

It is interesting and sobering to note that, as we proclaim our nuclear
superiority and our determination to maintain it, the Soviets do like-
wise. A dispatch from Moscow, dated August 30, 1963, quotes Red
Star, the Soviet armed forces newspaper, as saying that Russia today
possesses superiority in nuclear power “and has no intention of relin-
quishing it.”” Red Star also said that, while the United States intends
to continue underground testing, the hopes of the Pentagon of attain-
ing any ‘“‘advantage in nuclear power by means of these explosions
are illusory.” And on September 3, 1963, Marshal Rodion Malinov-
sky, the Soviet Defense Minister, wrote in Komsomolskaya Pravda
that the Soviet Union ean “prove its complete military superiority
over the United States.”

VII. PROPOSED SAFEGUARDS

The Joint Chiefs of Staff in testimony before the subcommittee
identified a number of military disadvantages which, in their collective
judgment, would flow from the treaty. owever, their assessment of
the desirability of the treaty was not based on military considerations
alone. Their conclusions on the matter also reflected their judgment
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of the political and foreign poliey advantages und disadvantages which
would vesult from it. heir joint conclusion was that, on balance,
the political nud foreign policy advantages to be derived [rom the
treaty outweighed the limitations which the treaty would imposc on
the Nalion’s weapon systems programs.

However, the Joint Chizls qualified their support of the treaty by
making their approval conditionnl on the effective implementation of
four “safeguards’’ designec to reduce to a minimum the adverse effect
the treaty would have or. our weapon programs. On the basis of
these “safeguards’” Senator Juckson on August 14, 1963, offered o
motion which wus unaninwously adopted by the subcommittee, and
wus subsequently approved by all members of the Senate Committec
on Armed Services, requesting that the Joint Chiefs of Stall submit
us soon as possible, and in any cvent prior to committee action on
the treaty, a statement of the specific requirements to implement the
“safeguards” proposed by the Joint Chiefs. Senator Jackson’s
motion, which sets forth the proposed safeguards in full, is attuched
as appendix B,

By a letter duted August 15, 1963, Senator Richard Russell, chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Services, transmitted the Jackson
niotion to the Secretary of Delense, and requested a statement in
response (o the motion.

Responses to the motion were received from the Joint Chiefs and
the Oflice of the Secretury of Defense on August 24, 1963. These
responses are attached as appendix C.

he subcommitiee considers it to be vital that, if the Lreaty is
ratificd, the recommended “safeguards” be implemented fully and
that detailed and specific programs to so implement them be presented
by the exceutive branch.

The administration has expressed publiely its intent regarding the
saleguards both in the responses to the motion by Senator Jackson
and in other statements by the President, the Seeretury of State, and
the Sceretury of Defense. Such statements are set forth in appendix D.

To permit the U.S. Senate to monitor the treaty safeguards it is
necessary that the expressed good intentions be supplemented by
definitive prograns aguinst which progress can be compared. At this
time, we huve not reecived details of testing, preparedness, and detee-
tion improvement programs which will permit the safeguards to be
monitored in an effective manner. [ the treaty is ratified it is the
intention of the Preparedness Investigating Subeommittee to monitor
the implementation of the safeguards and it would also be our hope
that other committecs of tle Congress having jurisdiction in these
areas would coaperate in this important program.

However, we wish to emphasize that cven the most rigorous and
conscicntious implementation of the JCS safeguards will not ulter,
modify, or reduce the military and technical disadvantages listed
herein which will result from this treaty. No safeguards can provide
the benefits of testing where testing is not permitted, nor ean they
assure that this Nation will acquire the highest quality weapon
systems of which it is capasle when the means for uchieving thut
objcctive are denied.
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VIII. DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION

A brief word should be said about the problem of detection and
identification in connection with the proposed treaty. “Detection’
moans a determination that an cvent has occurred without implying
that it has been identified as a nuclear explosion. ‘Identification”
means that an event is not only deteeted but that it is identified as a
nuclear detonation.

During the previous ncgotiations on test ban treaties, the major
controversy in this ficld has centered around the ability to deteet,
identify, and fix the location of underground explosions. The
proposed three-cnvironment treaty, by permitting underground
testing, considerably reduces the problems involved in deteetion and
identification but docs not eliminate them entirely.

The capabilities of our verification system cannot be discussed in
detail in an unclassified document. However, notwithstanding an-
ticipated and programed improvements in the system, it will still
possess both detection and identification ‘“‘thresholds’” below which
clandestine testing is possible with a low probability of detection.

The yields at which clandestine tests may be conducted and
probably escape detection will vary with altitude and geographical
location, and some uncertainty exists in this field. There is also
some controversy as to whether significant military advantages can
be obtained by clandestine testing in the prohibited environments.

It is not the purpose of this section to explore these problems in
detail. It our purpose here to point out that, under the limited
treaty, problems of detection, identification, and verification still
remain although they are of a lesser order of magnitude than would be
true of a treaty banning underground testing.

IX. CONCLUDING STATEMENT

From the extensive cvidenco presented to us, we have comeé to the
conclusion that the proposed treaty banning nuclear testing in the
atmosphere, underwater, and in space will affect adversely the future
quality of this Nation’s arms, and that it will result in serious, and
perhaps formidable, military and technical disadvantages. These
disadvantages, in our judgment, are not outweighted or counter-
balanced by the claimed military advantages. At the same time,
we are not convineed that comparable military disadvantages will
accrue to the nuclear weapon programs of the U.S.S.R.

Looking at the matter from the military aspect and from the
effect of the treaty upon our military preparedness and posture,
we cannot escape being impressed with the testimony of Gen. Thomas
S. Power, commander in chief of the Strategic Air Command, and
Gen. Bernard A. Schriever, commander of the Air Force Systems
Command, who addressed themselves to the problem exclusively
from the military point of view. General Power, after stating that
he did not think the treaty “is in the best intercsts of the United
States,” said:

I feel that we have military superiority now, and I feel very
strongly that this has resulted in a world that has been froo
from nuclear warfare. 1 have a lower confidence factor

22-991—63—3
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that we can and will maintain that military superiority
under the test ban treaty * * *

General Schriever told the subcommittee that there “are definite
military disadvantages” to the treaty and that, as a military man, he
fe}t.hh_c could protect the country better without the treaty than
with 1f.

Of course, the endorsement of the treaty by Gen. Curtis E, LeMay,
Chief of Staff of the Air Foree, was considerably less than enthusiastic,
and he testified that he probably would have recommended against
the treaty had it still been in the proposal stage.

From the evidence we have learned that the Soviets have overtaken
and surpassed us in the design of very high yield nuelear weapons;
that they may possess knowledge of weapons effects and antiballistic
missile programs superior to ours; and that under the terms of the
treaty it is entirely possible that they will achieve parity with us in
low yicld weapon technology. These things are not grounds for com-
placency. We believe very strongly that Soviet secrecy and duplicity
rcqglires that this Nalion possess a substantial margin of superiority
in both the quality and the quantity of its implements of defense.

Although we have coneluded that there will be a net military dis-
advantage to us if the treaty is ratified, we recognize the existence of
other factors whicl, while not within the scope of this report, are
pertinent to a final judgment on the treaty. Among these arc matters
related to international affa'rs, foreign policy, and relations with other
countries. When these are taken into consideration the question
becomes one of weighing relative risks, and our hearings provide
ample evidence that the overall asscssment of the relative merits and
demerits of the treaty is & complex and difficult matter on which
equally patriotic, informed, and dedicated persons may and do
disagree. In the final analysis, then, each individual must reach his
own judgment on the basis of personal philosophy, past experience,
current knowledge, and the relative weight which he assigns to the
various factors involved.
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATOR STUART SYMINGTON

Since 1955, when I was appointed a member of the Joint Subcom-
mitteec on Disarmament, I have followed closely the activity of our
Government in arms control, disarmament, and nuclear test ban
proposals; and specifically have studied carefully the three-environ-
mental test ban treaty signed by our Government in Moscow on
August 5, 1963,

To the best of my knowledge, the factual data contained in the
report of the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee is correct.
But I believe the findings and conclusions arc overly pessimistic as
to the cffect of the treaty on our national sccurity.

As a member of both the Forcign Relations Committee and the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee, I listened to and ques-
tioned many responsible witnesses—both in and out of Government.
Most of these experts testified that our national security would be
adequately protected under the terms of the treaty.

Much of this testimony was before the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee and, therefore, is not emphasized in this report,

Based on the record, I am worried about the treaty; but more
worried about the possibility of an all-out nuclear exchange some day
in the future—particularly if there is a proliferation of nuclear weapons
among more countries. This treaty, a very small step, nevertheless
could be the first step toward bringing nuclear weapons under some
form of satisfactory control, which action should promote the possi-
bilities of a just peace under law.

Therefore, I plan to vote for the treaty.

This does not deter me from signing the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee report. The record made by the subcommittee is, to
the best of my knowledge, the most complete record ever made on this
vital subject by anybody on the military and technological implica-
tions of nuclear test ban treaties as they relate to our national security.
It is a record which should be of inestimable future value to the
Congress and the country.

STUART SYMINGTON.

13
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DISSENTING VIEW OF SENATOR LEVERETT
SALTONSTALL

As one Senator who attended the hearings conducted by both the
Foreign Relations Committee and the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommitlee on the proposed nucleer test ban treaty, I find that 1
cannot, as a member of the Preparedness Subeommittee, coneur with
its report because I feel that its general tenor and its specific findings
and conclusions are unduly pessimistic as to the effect of this treaty,
if ratified, upon our national sccurity. As a U.S. Senator, I intend to
consent to the ratification of this nuclear test ban treaty.

I believe that the fnctual data contained in the report of the Pre-
percdness Subcommittee is accurately staled. Ilowever, the nature
of the conclusions drawn from this fuctual data are, in my opinion,
overly adverse. It must be remembered that responsible Govern-
ment oflicials such as the Sceretary of Delense, the Joint Chicfs of
Stall, leading scicntists, and many others, some of whom appeared
only before the Foreign Relutions Commitiee, testified that our na-
tional security would Be protacted under the terms of the treaty even
though some important atmospheric nuclear tests could no longer be
conducted. This testimony is not sufficiently emphasized in the re-
port, although I realize thal some of it was not necessarily given in
the hearings conducted by the Preparedness Subcommitice.

The Congress must insist upon an active, constructive, and ener-
getic implementation of the four safeguards suggested by the Joint
Chicfs oF Staff so that our security will be maintained while the cause
of peace and the lessening of tensions in the world are advanced.

14
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APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A

ALPHABETICAL LisT oF WITNESSES BEFORE THE PREPAREDNESS

INVESTIGATING SUBCOMMITTEE

Name and title )

Anderson, Adm. George W., Jr., U.S. Navy, Chief of Naval Oper-
ations.

Betts, Maj. Gen, A. W., U.8. Army, Director, Division of Military
Applications, U.S. Atomie Energy Commission.

Booth, Maj. Gen. Robert H., U.S. Army, Chief, Defense Atomic
Support Agency, Department of Defense.

Bradbury, Dr. Norrig I, Director, Los Alamos Scientific Labora-
tory, U.S. Atomic Energy Commigsion.

Brown, Dr. Harold, Director, Defcnse Rescarch and Engineering,
Department of Defense.

Burke, Adm. Arleigh, U.S. Navy (retired)

Clinton, Col. Roy J., Acting Deputy Chicf of Staff, Weapons
Bffects and Tests, Defense Atomic Support Ageney.

Foster, Dr. John, Jr., Director, Lawrence Radiation Laboratory,
University of éalifornia, Livermore, Calif.

Foster, William C., Director, U.8. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

Haworth, Dr. Leland J., Commissioner, U.S. Atomic Energy Com-
mission.
LeMay, Gen. Curtis E., U.S. Air Force, Chief of Staff___._._.____.

Long, Dr. Franklin A., Assistant Dircetor, Seience and Technol~
ogy, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

MecCone, John A., Director of Gentral Intelligence_____ ... ___

MecDonald, Adm. David J., U.8, Navy, Chief of Naval Oporations.

Nitzc, Paul ., Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs.

Northrup, Doyle L., Technical Director, Air Force Technical Ap-
plications Center.

Power, Gen. Thomas S., U.8. Air Force, Commander in Chief,
U.S. Strategic Air Command.

Rodenhauser, Maj. Gen. J. F., U.S. Air Force, Chief, Air Force
Technical Applications Center.

Romney, Dr. Carl F., Assistant Tcchnieal Director, Air Foree
Technical Applications Center.

Schriever, Gen. Bernard A., U.S. Air Force, Commander, Air
TForee Systems Command.

Taylor, Gen. Maxwell D., U.8. Army, Chairman, U.S. Joint

hiefs of Staff.
Teller, Dr. Edward, University of California_._____ . ________

Twining, Gen. Nathan F., U.S. Arm
Wheeler, Gen. Earle G., U.S. Army,

(retired) .o oo
hief of Staff_______________

Date of appearance
June 26, 1963
Aug. 23, 1963
June 25, 1963

May 28, 1963
June 5, 1963
Aug. 1, 1963
Aug. 2,1963
Aug. 9, 1963
Aug. 22, 1963

Aug. 27, 1963
May 28, 1963
June 5, 1963
Aug. 1,1963
Aug. 2,1963
Aug. 9,1963
Sept. 17, 1962
Sept. 18, 1962
May 7, 1963
June 25, 1963

June 27, 1963
Aug. 16, 1963
May 15, 1963
May 22, 1963
Aug. 15,1963
Sept. 17, 1962
May 9,1963
Aug. 19,1963
May 9, 1963
May 9, 1963
Aug. 20, 1963
Aug. 14, 1963
Aug. 12, 1963
Aug. 16, 1963

Aug. 27,1963
Aug. 15, 1963
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Arrexpix B
MoTioxn nY SENATOR JacKson

I move that the Joint Chiels of Stafl submit to the Senate Armed
Services Commitlee us soon as possible und in any event prior to
committee action on the test ban treaty, a statement of the specific
requirements to implement the safeguards proposed by the Joint
Chiefs for reducing the risks and disadvantages of the limited tost
ban treaty, which safeguards are set forth in the statement prescnted
by the Chairman of the Joint Chicfs of Staff to this commitice on
August 14, 1963, as [ollows:

“11. Recognizing the foregoing disadvantages and risks, the Joint
Chiefs of Stall believe thut they can be redueed through certain safe-
guards. These safeguards include:

(@) The conduct of comprehensive, aggressive, and continuing
underground nuclear test programs designed to add to our knowledge
and improve our weapons in all areas of significance to our military
posture for the future.

“(b) The maintenance of modern nuclear Inboratory facilities and
programs in theoretical aad exploratory nuclear technology which
will atiract, retain, and insure the continued application of our human
scientific resources Lo thesc programs on which continued progress in
nuclear technology depends.

“(¢) The maintenance of the fucilitics and resources necessary to
institute promptly nuclear tests in the atmosphere should they be
decmed essential to our national security or should the trealy or any
of its terins be abrogated by the Soviet Union.

“(d) The improvement of our capability, within feasible and
practical limits, to monitor he terms of the treaty, to detect violations,
and to maintain our knowledge of Sino-Soviet nuclear activity,
capabilities, and achievements.”

Arpenpix C

Tne Derury SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Weashington, D.C., August 28, 1963.
Hon. Ricuarp B. Russewl,
Chairman, Commitiec on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mg. Ceatrman: This letter responds to your letter of August
15 transmitling the motion adopted by the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee on August 14 asking for information on the four
safeguards that will be maintained by the administration in order to
avoid injury to our national sccurity in connection with the test
ban treaty.

As the chairman of the subcommittee rccognized in his colloquy
with General Taylor on August 14 when the motion was under dis-
cussion, the matters referred to in the motion not only transcend the
responsibilities of the JCS but also transcend the responsibility of the
Departanent of Defense.  For that reason, this repfy has been pre-
pared after obtaining advice from the Joint Chicfs of Stufl and after
consultation with the Atomic Energy Commission, the Central
Intellizence Ageney, and tha Aris Control and Disarmament Agency.
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When the motion was undor discussion in the August 14 hearing of
the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee, it was recognized that
the response, dealing with the four subjects, would have to be pri-
marily in terms of the ‘“criteria’’ or ‘“standards” which are guiding
the exccutive branch. I am glad to bring together here in one
document the extensive assurances which have been given on the
four subjects by the President, and by the Secretary of Defense and
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. Furthermore, we
have included here, or in a separate classified annox where appropriate,
specific detail and explanation in an offort to be as fully responsive
as time and circumstances permit.

Safeguard (@).—“The conduct of comprehensive, aggressive, and
continuing underground nuclear test programs designed to add to
our knowlcdge and improve our weapons in all areas of significance to
our military posture for the future.”

On this subject, the President, in his message of August 8, 1963,
transmitting the treaty to the Senate, said: “The United States has
more experience in underground testing than any other nation; and
we intend to use this capacity to maintain the adequacy of our arsenal.
Qur atomic laboratories will maintain an active development program,
including underground testing, and we will be ready to resume testing
in the atmosphere if necessary. Continued research on developing
the peaceful uses of atomic energy will be possible through under-
ground testing.” Later in the same message, the President referred
to “our determination to maintain our own arsenal through under-
ground tests.”” In his press conference last Tuesday, the President
described the program of the last 2 years and added: “[W]e are going
to continue to carry on, as I’ve said, a vigorous series of tests.”

Secretary McNamara and Dr. Seaborg, in their testimony before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on August 13 and 14, re-
iterated these points and elaborated on them. General Taylor, in his
testimony on August 15 before the same committee, testified that the
President’s position on this matter had been effectively communicated.

The underground test program will expand over that currentl
programed for fiscal year 1964. Details of the program are set fortg
in the separate, classified annex.

The Government will apply the following criteria, or standards, in
the area of underground testing:

The underground test program will be comprehensive. There-
fore, it will be revised to include as many as feasible of the objec-
tives of the tests which we would otherwise do under conditions
of unrestricted testing.

The underground test program will be vigorous. It will pro-
ceed at a pace that will exp%oit to the fullest the capabilities of
existing AEC and DOD weapons laboratories. If these capa-
bilities are proved to be inadequate to meet established require-
ments, they will be expanded.

The underground test program will be a continuing program
designed to insure the highest practicable rate of progress in
nuclear technology. '

The standards established governing the type and magnitude
of tests to be conducted will not be more restrictive than the
spirit of the treaty limitations.
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Safeguard (6).—“The maintenance of modern nuclear laboratory
facilities and program in theoretical and exploratory nuclear tech-
nology which will attract, retain, and insure the continued applica-
tion of our human scientific resources to these programs on which
continued progress in nuclear technology depends.”

There are three major facilities in which programs in theoretical
and experimental nucfenr warhead design technology are currently
conducted and seven major DOD laboraturies engaged in nuclear
weapons elfects research.  The AEC facilities operating under con-
tract with the Atomic Energy Commission are:

Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, Los Alamos, N. Mex.
Lawrenee Radiation Laboratory, Livermore, Calif.
Sandia Laboratory, Albuquerque, N. Mex.

The major DOD laboratories are:
Air Force Cambridge Lesearch Laboratory, Bedford, Mass.
Air Force Weapons Lalwratory, Kirtland Air Foree Base, N. Mex.
Armed Forces Radiobiological Rescarch Institute, Bethesda, Md.
Ballisties Research Luhoratory, Aberdeen, Md.
Naval Ordnance Imboratory, White Onk, Md.
Naval Radiological Defense Laboratory, San Francisco, Calif.
Nuclear Defense Laboratory, Edgewood, Md.

Efforts to “attract, retain, and insure the continued applieation of
our human scientific resourees’” to the programs of these laboratories
depend primarily on their nuthorized programs and their equipment
and [ nciﬁt-ios.

The AEC laboratories have been conducting programs of research
in chemistry, physics, metsllurgy, computer technology, and biolog-
ical sciences, in addition 1o their major efforts in the design and
development of nuclear weapons. They are also conducting develop-
ment and exploration in applied nuelear physics such us reactors,
controlled thermonuclear reactions, peacelul uses of nuclear explo-
sives, nuclear propelled rockets and the development of a nuclear
ramjet.

The DOD laboratories have been conducting programs of basic
research in the nuclear wcapons cffects areas which have military
applications. In addition to making effeccts measurements during
nuclear test series, research includes studies of airblast effects on
ground cquipment and aerospace systems, initial nuclear radiation
measurcments, shielding effects, protective structures, biomedical
effects, underwater effects, clectromagnetic effects, and integrated
effects and phenomena. _

To support all of these studies extensive simulation techniques and
computer facilities are used.

These activitics are expected to be more than sufficient to provide
the necessary stimulus and challenge to attract und retain first-rale
scientific talent. .

The next most important requirement alter the quality of the
research program necessary to maintain lauboratory vitality is the
physical plant with which the scientists must work. A continuous
program of upgrading cquipment and facilities has been underway at
these laboratories since their inception, and this program is planned
to continue. The approximate capital investment at each of the
lnboratories at the end of fiscal year 1963 was: Los Alamos, $226
million; Lawrence Ruadiation Laboratory, Livermore, $118 million;
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and Sandia, $122 million. The approximate capital investment in
support of the weapons effects program of the seven major DOD
weapons effects laboratories is $153 million.

Some important facilities are now under construction at the labora-
tories or arc awaiting fiscal year 1964 appropriations. If additional
facilities should be needed at these installations in order to carry out
the vigorous and imaginative testing program which we have discussed,
funds for such facilities will be requested.

In addition to program and facilities development, the laboratories
have aggressive personnel development activities including provision
for in-service training, sabbatical leave, and outside educational oppor-
tunities at affiliated universities. ,

The President, Secretary McNamara, and Dr. Seaborg have all
expressed the firm commitment of the administration to maintaining
the quality and the vitality of our weapons Jaboratories.

The President in his press conference last Tucsday referred specif-
ically to the safeguard “that we should keep our laboratories activated
and vital.” He said, “I’ve already met with Dr. Foster and Dr.
Bradbury; we have talked with others. We are going to do that.”

Our standards in this area will be as follows: )

Adequate AEC and DOD budgets, modern facilities and posi-
tive personnel policies will be maintained and augmented as
necessary in order to attract and retain competent scientists in
nuclear and related fields.

Broad and forward-looking research programs will be carried
on which will attract and retain able and 1maginative personnel
capable of insuring the highest practicable rate of progress that
can be attained in all avenues of potential value to our offensive
and defensive posture.

Safeguard (¢).—“The maintenance of the facilities and resources
necessary to institute promptly nuclear tests in the atmosphere should
they be deemed essential to our national security or should the treaty
or any of its terms be abrogated by the Soviet Union.”

The following steps are illustrative of what has been done and what
is being done in this important area: '

Improvement of test support facilities, including preparation and
maintenance of off-continent support bases and test sites, 1s now under-
way. Approximately $55 million is now committed by AEC and
DOD for fiscal year 1963 and fiscal year 1964 for improvements to
Johnston Island to provide a partial oversea test capabiﬁty.

To provide an airborne nuclear test capability, suitable for most
weapons proof and development tests, the following needs are being
satisfied: Diagnostic aircraft (being accomplished by AEC and DOD);
instrumented device or weapon drop aircraft (being accomplished by
AEC and DOD); sampler and other support aircraft available from the
Air Force on short notice (being accomplished by DOD); suitable
operating bases on Johnston Island for surveillance, weather, sampler,
and sampler return aircraft (joint ARC-DOD construction underway),
and in the Hawaiian area.

For a high-altitude nuclear weapons effects test capability the
following steps are being taken: An oversea base at Johnston Island
with adequate area and suitable facilities to support the tests, such as
rocket launch pads, assembly areas, ete. (joint AEC-DOD construc-
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tion underway); instrumented ships and nircraflt available on short
notice from the Navy and Air Force.

Further, the AEC and DOD test organization—the Nevada opera-
tions office and the Defense Atomic Support Agency, including a
nucleus joint task force -will be maintained at strength. This task
force will be somewhat larger than the standby unit currently
maintuained.

It is planned that the regular continuing laboratory programs will
include development of these devices which may at some time require
atmospheric testing; that the laboratories will be encouraged to cyrry
their ideas and studies to the point where final device construction
can be achieved in o time comparable to the time necessary to imple-
ment an actual atmospherie test should such tests be authorized; and
that development of instruments needed for support of an atmospheric
test. programn will be contirued by the luboralories.

‘The President has ussured the Nation that u high state of readiness
to test will be maintuined. In his television address on July 26, he
announced, “[Slecret preparations for n sudden withdrawal are pos-
sible, and, thus, our own vigilance and strength must be maintained,
as we remain ready to with draw and te resume all forms of testing, if
we must.”  And in his message transmitting the treaty to the Senate
he stated, “[W]e will be ready to resume testing in the atmosphere if
necessary.” Ile amplificd the point in his press conference last
Tuesday, stating, “Alrcady we have begun to prepare Johnston Island
for that unhappy eventuality, if it should occur. * * * [W]e are
dredging the harbor, we're building some piers; there are * * * two
dredges already out there, so I can ussure you that we are going ahead
very rapidly in that arca.”

The position was supporled by Scerctary McNamara before the
Senate Foreign Relations C'ommittee on August 13, Dr. Seaborg’s
remarks on August 14 were Lo the same effect.

On being asked how long alter u treaty violation it would take the
United States {o begin testing, the Sceretary of Defense gave the
following reaction times as the objectives to be attained: Proof tests
within 2 months from the decision to test, development tests within
3 months from the decision to test, and cffects tests within 6 months
from the decision to test. Ie cxplained that such an effects-tests
readiness posture -the most difficult one to maintain—could be
achieved by about a year from now.

With regard to logistics and finances, Sceretary MeNamara cm-
phasized that it was important to keep up and expand the facilities
on Johnston Island. e reminded that “we can provide a standby
capability by utilization of the approximately $200 million in funds
that the Atomic Encrgy Clommission and the Defense Department
have requested for l'isczlY 1964 for test purposes, and by possible sup-
plements to those funds for further standby facilities.” )

The programs are designed to meet the following criterin with
respeet to the maintenance of » readiness-to-test posture:

The readiness-to-test program will be established on a Govern-
ment-wide basis in support of a plan common to all participating
agencies. The required resources and facilities will be main-
tained in & state of readiness, or carmarked, so that plans can be
implemented within the reaction times established.
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Reaction times for resumption of testing in the prohibited en-
vironments will be established and maintained within the con-
straints of military requirements and reasonable costs. Reaction
times will vary for the broad categorics of testing. As an imme-
diate objective, we should be able to conduct proof tests of weapons
in stockpile in about 2 months; operational systems tests 1n about
2 to 3 months; weapons development tests in about 3 months;
and weapons offects tests in about 6 months.

Therc will be provision for periodic updating of our test pro-
oram plan and for checking our readiness to test. .

Sateguard (d).—“The improvement of our capability, within feas-
ible and practical limits, to ‘monitor the terms of the treaty, to detect
violations, and to maintain our knowledge of Sino-Soviet nuclear
activity, capabilities, and achievements.”

The United States now has substantial capabilities to detect,
identify, and to some extent diagnose nuclear tests. These capabil-
ities exist in the resources of our conventional intelligence community
and in the resources of the atomic cnergy detection system (AEDS).

The role played by the intelligence community was discussed with
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on August 16 and with the
Senate Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee on May 22 by
Mr. MecCone, Director of Central Intelligence. The intelligence
community, under the direction of the U.S. Intelligence Board has
increased its activities and will continue to increase its activities to
cope with the new conditions under the treaty.

Secretary McNamara, in his testimony before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee on August 13, stated that: “Our examination
concluded that the Soviet Union could obtain no major results by
testing in the atmosphere and deep space or underwater without
incurring high risk of detection and identification.” He pointed
out that “the only advantages of illegal testing in the three prohibited
environments would be either to develop weapons with yields in the
multimegaton range (since designs for weapons with yields up to 10
megatons or more can be checked by lower yield tests underground)
or to determine the weapons effects of explosions which cannot be
carried out at all, or not so well, underground. There will probably
be no cost advantage to illegal testing in the prohibited environments
because keeping the tests secret will add to the expense and difficulty
of the experiments.” In answer to a question about the future,
Secretary McNamara referred to augmentations of the detection and
identification system which have already been approved and to
further augmentations which are under consideration—expanding
upon the statement of the President in his message of August 8
transmitting the treaty to the Senate: ‘‘There is further assurance
against clandestine testing in our ability to develop and deploy
additional means of detection * * *’° -

Dr. Seaborg, in his summary before the same committee on August
14, said that “systems to detect possible violation of the treaty will
be maintained and continually improved.”

" The administration—as indicated in the detailed testimony of
Defense and ACDA officials before the Senate Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee on May 9 and 15—has under consideration
proposals by which our present AEDS resources can be augmented
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to enhance our capabilities. The proposals now being reviewed are
summarized in the separate, classified anney.

The standards for the program and plans are these:

The current capability of the United Slutes to detect and
identify nuclear tests eonducted by the Sino-Soviet bloe will be
improved (o a degree which is both feasible and remunerative.
(Specific proposuls for this purpose arc currently under con-
sideration.)

A vigorous rescarch and development program will Le pursued
in order to improve equipments and techniques for nuclear test
detection and 1dentification.

Conventional intelligence sources will continue to complement
the scientific intelligen«c (echniques.

In conclusion, the foﬁo“ing additional imporiant factors must be
borne in mind in conneetion with the concern about clandestine {ests:
First, the possibility of Soviet clandestine (ests is lessened by the fact
that they can test legally underground. Seccond, although there can
be no guarantee that we wiil be able Lo iden tify all possible violutions
of the trealy, the Soviets cannol guarantce that we will not identify
such violations. Tut anotler way, the Soviets will never be sure of
the threshold for successful evasion of our expanding and improving
detection system. And, third, as the President stated in his message
to the Senate of August 8, we arc determined Lo maintuin our own
arsenal through underground testing and our readiness to resume
atmospheric testing if the a-tions of others so require.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I Lelieve, and I (rust you will agree,
that the major decisions of policy have already been made and that
executive action under thesc decisions is already going forward. I am
assured—and I can assure you—that if further (%ccismns and actions
are needed, the President w1l take them.

Since the matters discussed above were also raised during the hear-
ings hefore the Foreign Relutions Committee on the test bun treaty,
a copy of this letter is being furnished also to the chairman of thut
committee. In addition, sinee the contents of this lotter are pertinent
to an earlier inquiry from the Joint Committee on Atomic Energ?',
a copy is being furnished to the chairman of that committee as woll.

Sincerely,

RosweLy Givuratric,

Tue Joixt CHiErs oF STAFF,
Washington, D.C., August 23, 1963.
Hon. Ricuarp B. Russery,
Chairman, Commitice on Armed Scrvices,
L.8. Senate, Washington, D.1.

Dear Mr. Cnairman: In response to the request of your com-
mittee transmitted to the Secrctary of Defense on August 15, the
Joint Chicfs of Stafl have dcveloped criteria for testing the adequacy
of plans and programs in support of the treaty safeguards included
in their statement on the limited test ban treaty made to the Pre-
paredness Investigating Subcommittee, These criteria, attached here-
to, are necessarily general in language since additional study will be
required to determine specific standards and progrems for underground
testing, for the stimulation of nuclear laboratory activitics, for the
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standby preparations for nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and for the
improvement of our capability to detect clandestine testing.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the inclusion of this state-
ment of criteria in the letter of the Deputy Secrctary of Defense
dated Angust 23, which has been transmitted to you in further response
to the request of ‘August 15 mentioned above. They consider that
the actions described in Deputy Secretary Gilpatric’s letter meet the
requirements as presently foreseen for implementing the safeguards
proposed by the Joint Chiefs of Stafl to reduce the risks and disad-
vantages of the test ban treaty.

We appreciate this opportunity to amplify for your committee our
views on this important issue.

Sincerely yours,
MaxweLr D. Tayrogr,
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

CRITERIA TO INSURE FULFILLMENT OF THE SAFLGUARDS PROPOSED BY
THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF WITH REGARD TO THE LIMITED NUCLEAR
TEST BAN TREATY

Listed below are the four safeguards and the recommended criteria
which should be employed in subsequent examination of programs
designed to insure that each of the safeguards is fulfilled.

A “The conduct of comprehensive, aggressive, and continuing
underground nuclear test programs designed to add to our knowledge
and improve our weapons in all areas of significance to our military
posture for the future.”

1. Criteria.—

(@) The underground test program should be comprehensive.
Therefore, it should be revised to include as many as feasible of
the objectives of the tests which we would otherwise do under
conditions of unrestricted testing.

() The underground test program should be vigorous. It
should proceed at a pace that will exploit to the fullest the
capabilities of existing AEC and DOD weapons laboratories.
Tf these capabilities are proved to be inadequate to meet estab-
lished requirements, they should be expanded.

(¢) The underground test program should be a continuing
program designed to insure the highest practicable rate of progress
in nuclear technology. . :

(d) The standards established governing the type and magni-
tude of tests to be conducted should not be more restrictive than
the spirit of the treaty limitations.

B. “The maintenance of modern nuclear laboratory facilities and
programs in theoretical and exploratory nuclear technology which will
attract, retain and insure the continued application of our human
seientific resources to these programs on which continued progress in
nuclear technology depends.”

1. Criteria.—

(@) Adequate AEC and DOD budgets, modern facilities, and
positive personnel policies should be maintained and augmented
as necessary in order to attract and retain competent scientists
in nuclear and related fields.
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(6) Broad and forward-looking research programs should be
carried on which will attract and retnin able and imaginative
personnel capable of insuring the highest practicable rate of
progress that can be attained in all avenues of potential value to
our offensive and defensive posture.

C. “The maintenance of the facilities and resources necessary to
institute promptly nuclear tests in the atmosphere should they be
deemed essential to our national sccurity or should the treaty or any
of its terms be abrognted by the Soviet Union.”

1. Criteria.—

(@) The readiness-to-test program should be established on a
governmentwide basis in support of u plan common to all partici-
puting agencies. The required resources and facilitics should be
muintuined in a state of readiness, or earmarked, so that plans
can be implemented within the reaction times established.

(6) Reaction times for resumplion of testing in the prohibited
environments must be established and maintained within the
constraints ol militury requirements and reasonable costs. Reac-
tion times will vary for the broad calegories of testing, As an
immediale objective, we should be able to conduct proof tests of
weapons in stockpile in about 2 months; operational systems tests
in about 2 to 3 months; weapon developments tests in about 3

- months; and weapon ef’ects tests in about 6 months.

(¢) There must be provision for periodic updating of our test
program plan and for checking our readiness {o test.

D. “'lglrle improvement of our capability, within feasible and prac-
tical limits, to monitor the terms of the treaty, to detect violations,
and to maintain our knowledge of Sino-Soviet nuclear activity,
capabilities, and achievements.”

1. Criteria.—

(@) The current capasility of the United Stutes to detect and
identify nuclear tests conducted by the Sino-Soviet bloc must be
improved to the extent it is both feasible and remunerative.
(Specific proposals for this purpose are currently under con-
sideration.)

() A vigorous research and devclopment program must be
pursued in order to iraprove cquipments and techniques for
nuclear test detection un(i) identification.

(¢) Conventional intelligence sources must continue to comple-
ment the scientific intelligence techniques.
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AprpENDIX D

STATEMENTS OF THE PRESIDENT, THE SECRETARY OF STATE, AND THE
SECRETARY oF DErENsE WIiTH RESPECT TO IMPLEMENTATION OF
PROPOSED SAFEGUARDS

President John F. Kennedy: “Our atomic laboratories will maintain
an active development program, including underground testing, and
we will be ready to resume testing in the atmosphere if necessary.”

Secretary of State Rusk: “We shall be on the alert for any violations,
and we have a high degree of confidence in our ability to detect
them. * * * T am confident that, if significant testing in violation of
the treaty takes place, we will know about it. And we will be ready
at all times to resume testing in all environments, and promptly, if
that should become necessary.”

Secretary of Defensec McNamara: “We will maintain the vitality of
our weapons laboratories. We will continue to conduct a program of
underground tests as necessary to meet our military requirements.
This on-going test program will also include tests designed to lay the
foundation for a major atmospheric series to be conducted in case of
Soviet abrogation. We will retain the administrative talent and
logistic capabilities required for quick expansion of our test program
into additional environments. We have the determination to retain
o readiness to test in every relevant environment. This is a firm
national policy.”

O
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